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Executive Summary
Each year California is dreaded with literally hundreds of millions of pounds of chemi-
caLs applied to our crops, to our soil and water, and to our homes, schools and work-
places. Many of these mate.riaLs are toxic, and their use is increasing each year.

Many" Californians believe that environmental prot,v_’tion and sustainable agriculture are
alive and wdl in the Golden State. However, the state’s own.dam indicate that Califor-
nia is moving in the wrong direction, toward increasing use of and |iependence on toxic
materials. Rather than Ieaming to live in harmony with
nature, the data instead show that Californians are en-
ḡaged in mutinc, massive and increasing use of toxic
chemicals over vast areas of the stat~.                               F’~,ure A: Pestidde use in California

inc,~as~151% between 1991 & 1995
Californla uses 25% of all LI.S.
pesticides
One-fourth of all pestiddes used in the United Starm a~e ~                  zoo.
applied in California. Looked at another wa:~ more than
6.5 pounds ofpesticidal active ingredients ace used per ~~_
person each year in California, more than double the na-
tional rate of 3.1 pounds per capita.           -

"’"’°’"" °"’° °°"’°’°’°’"
increasing

tween 1991 and 1995, from 161 ’to 212 million pounds of
active ingredient (Figure A). Appmximatdy 90% of all re-.
ported pesticide use occurs in production agriculture, and 0

agricultural peatidde use increased 37% between 199I
and 1995. "

The increases in use were not due to increases in planted F’~*ur~ B: Intensity of agricultural pestidde
acreage. $tatewide, acreage has remained constant during use increased 35% bet’w~en 1991 & 1995
this time period. Instead, the !ntensity ofpesddde use in-.
creased 35%, from an average of 18 to nearly 25 pounds

Use of the most toxic pesticides iS            ’..~
increasing

tween 1991 and I995 (Figure C). Use ofcancer-caus-
!ng pesdddes rose 129%, to more than 23 million
pounds, and now accounts for 11% of total pesddde

in the state..

¯ Use ofacutely toxic nerv~ poisora rose 52%, to almon ’
]!nine million pounds.
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¯Use of Restricted Use Pesticid~those shown in practical ~xporience in the real
O to cause injury to people, crops toa.ndtheenvironmentmincreased34%,

million pounds in 1995.
¯The total volume of cardnogens, reproductive hazards, endocrine di~ptors, Cat-

egory I highly aware systemic poisons, Category II nerve toxins and Restricted Use
Pesticides incz~ased 32% between 1991 and 1995, and now comprise’72 million
pounds, or 3496 of total reported pestidde use in the state.

Strawberries and grapes receive the most pesticides
Pesticides are applied much more heavily on-some crops than others.

¯California strawberries are grown on only about 23,000 acres, yet farmers use over
seven million pounds of pestiddes on the crop each yea~ Strawberries are the most
intensivdy treated crop in the state, receiving an average of over 300 pounds ofpes-
tidde active ingredient per acr~ per yea~

¯OfalI crops in the state, the highest volume of pestiddes was applied to grapes: 59.
million pounds in 1995. Most (49 million pounds) of this material was sulfur;, al-
though sulfur is not a systemic poison, it is acutdy irritating to the skin and eyes
and is responsible for the highest number of reported worker injuries in Califomia~

Pesticide use is heavy in many areas of the state
Eight adjacent counties in the San Joaquin Valley, where intensive farming is a primary
land use, account for 60% of reported pesticide use in the stare. Heavy pestidde use
also occurs in California’s other major agricultural areas: the Central Coast (Monter~.
Santa Barbara an’d Ventura Counties), the Southern Deserts (Riverside and Imperial
Counties), the Nomh Coast wine country (Napa and, Sonoma Counties), and th’e Sacra-

mento Valley (Sacramento, Butte, Sutrer, Yolo and
Colusa Counties). In addition, there is a large but un-

F’~gure C: Use of the most toxic reported use of pesticides in homes and gardens.

pestiddes increased dramatically
b~een 1991 & 1995 The public supports reduced use

of pesticides
~0 - nH~ Toaim (up ~2~)

¯ c~ (up :~) There is strong public Support for redudng pesticide
use. Numerous independent surveys rev~l strong con-
sumet concern ~bour pesficid~ residues on foe& In ~d-
d~tion to polling resuks, consumers ~re %o~ng with
rhdr pocketbool~" on thes~ issues. Sixt7 percent of

times~ and th~ organic foods industry is growing ~r
20% annu~lly.

State government Is not
addressing the problem
R~ucing pesticide use requires regulation of pesti-.

= cides, research into and implementation ofalt~rna~
~    ~:    ~ ~ m and an informed public with access to information
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about pesticide use. Uaforttmatdy, the Department of Pestidde Regulation, the pri-
mary sxate agency responsible for regulating pestiddes in California, has proposed cur°
ring it~ budget and scaling back the pesticide use reporting system. California’s research
and extension pmgram~ axe not effective at reducing pesticide use.

Policy .Recommendations= Less pesticide use and more
public access to information
It is poor public policy to mutindy apply tens of millions of pounds of highly toxic ma-
terial~ to our food, fiber, soil, air and water. It is fax safer and cheaper to prevent disper-
sion of toxic materials into the environment. Unfortunately, California’s regulator~
agendes are not ~g their public mission if they function to merely legalize and set
as stanRard-operating-procedure ~e increasing use of toxic’pesticides.

It is crudal that California chart a new course~toward sustainable agriculture and m-
ward improved human and environmental h~alth--bT committing to a reduction in the
use of and reliance on pestiddes. To accomplish this goal, we recommend the following:

¯ Improve the public’s right to know about pesticide usa
There must be a substantial effort to honor the public’s right-to-lmo~.
about release of toxic materials into the eaviroment and to make these
data widdy available and accessible. California’s Pesticide Use Reporting
System must be made more accurate and more easily accessible to the pub-

¯ Launch a statewide effort to reduce pesticide use
Calif-omia’s agricultural research and extension services should make a
rious commitment to reducing pesticide use and promoting sustainable
agriculture. We recommend that federal and state pest management pro-
grams include as a primary goal reducing the use of and dependence on
pesticides. Programs should be evaluated fat their ability to effect reduc-
tions in pesticide use in the real world, not just on research plots, and
these reductions should be tracked and quantified using the state’s.pearl-
ride use reporting system. Particular emphasis should be placed on revers-
ing the current txend of increases in the use of the most toxic pesticides.

¯ Keep the Mill lax high enough to fund pesticide
regulation
DPR’~ budget should not be cut at a time when pesticide use is skyrocket-
ing. Rather, the agency should be spending its funds on efforts to increase
public access m information about pestidde use, and to significantly re-
duce pestidde use. As a wholesale tax on pestidde users, the Mill Tax fairly
transfers money from those engaged in releasing pesticides into the envi-
ronment to the agency charged with regulating that use. We recommend
that, at a minimum, the Mill Tax be set at 22 mils (2.2¢ on each dollar of
pe~iddc sales), the rate prewiling during the mid-1990s.

I DI~R, 1995, op. eg = ~= eL, 199~,olx dr.
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@ yea~. Increases thus fax were especially large gicides 44%, fumigants 25%, and vertebrate
for ~� herbicides acmlein, 2,4-D, molinate, (bird and rodent) poisons 7% (Appendix 4).
paraquat and chiobencarb; the insecticides The total volume of carcinogens, reprodu¢-
aldica~b, carbaryl, methamidophos and rive hazards, endocrine disruptors, Category
methomyl; and the famigants 1,3- I highly acute systemic poisons, Category II
dichloropropene and metam-sodium, nerve toxins, and restricted use pesticides in-
Use of the most �oxic pesticides of each type ¢¢eased 32% between 1991 and 1995, and
also increased. Use of the most toxic herbi- now comprise 72 million pounds, or 34% of
cides increased 2I%, insecticides 23%, fun- total reported pesticide use in the state.



Pestlcldcs Applied
In~casky of Pesticide Usc on ~o P~u~on

Coun~ ~~ ~d A~m~

S~ Diego 14.59 1,~ 71~

S~ F~O ~t a~le
S~ ~o~ ~4.S~

S~ ~ Ob~po z.~7 ~6z ~o~8

S~ M~eo 31.41 201 6.4

S~ B~ 57.17 3~86 91.1

S~ ~ 9.88 2~ 24.7

S~ C~ 75.~
S~ IZ09 289 ~.9

Sis~u 5.~ 426 ~.5
;o~o 15.59 1,6~ 124.9

Sono~ ~.~ 5~2~ 80.6

~ Su~er i~.~

T~ 14.82 89~

Tr~i~ 1.~ I O~

T~e ~.St
Tuol~e 6.~ 6 t.o

~en~r~ 51.80
Yolo 10.gt 3,1~ ~.I

Yuba 24.~ 1,755 ~.0

S~To~ [ 25.01 194,100~ 1 7,7~.8
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Appendix 2: Total Reported Pesticide
Use by County and ~Region, 1991 -
1 995 (thousonds of pounds active Ingredient]

S~nm V~ 20,597 ~,550 ~,671 ~,~5 24~12
Bu~e 3.~5 3,I78 3,678 , 3.756 ~.578

Co[~a ~.~5 ~0 2,823 ~613 2,957

G[~ 3,0~ ~9 2,520 ~7~ 2~58
S~enco ~586 3,181 3~61 ~556 3,919

So[~o ’ 1,988 X057 2,~3 X 198 I ~25

Su~er ~626 3,7~ 3,55~ 3~7 3,556

Teh~ 82O 8~ 939 565 953

Yo[o ~698 3,~3 3~74 4,839 3294
. ;,~ ,.

.

S~ Jo~n v~ 88,313 105,390 1~5 1~,118 126,507
Fr~no ~74 31,753. ~8 37,651 ~,569 . ..~

Madem
Merced 6.809 8,157 8,~7 8,~7 7,898

S~ J~ 9,851 I~745 I~436 13,~9 12,036
S~ 6253 5,783 7,~3 7354
T~ 11410 14~15 . 17,068 17,039 17,938

No~ ~t 6,905 7,986 10,~ 9,891 10,132
Dd No~ 1~ 201 ~9 156 ~5
Hmboldt 41 53 50 69 76

Mendociao 1~5 1.747 1.699 1.780 1,916
Napa ~1~ ~ 3,819 ~888
Soaom~ ~[8 ~59 ~86 4,~9 4,027

~n~ ~sm ~ 693 ~6 675

~F~t 5~59 8,~ ~ 27

S~ C~ ~ 7~ ~0 St0 807
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